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The purpose of this smdy was to determine if differences 
exist in the compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers', 
and principals' perceptions of two Chapter I Service Delivery 
Models (Puil-Oui and In-Class). A descriptive and inferential 
design was used for this study. SLxty compensatory teachers, 150 
regular classroom teachers who taught eligible Chapter I students 
and 30 principals comprised the study sample. Participants' 
perceptions were assessed by the Chapter I Service Delivery Model 
questionnaire developed by the researcher. The statistical tool 
used was the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Nonparametic Test. 
The result of this study revealed that the compensatory 
teachers and regular classroom teachers perceived the Pull-Out 
Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class Model regarding 
student achievement, disruption of regular class activities, self- 
image of children, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use of 
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materials, and flexibility of programs. The In-Class Model was 
perceived to be more beneficial than the Pull-Out Model regarding 
scheduling and communication. No statistically significant results 
were obtained in the teachers' perceptions models regarding 
planning and responsibility for student progress. 
The principals perceived the Pull-Out Model to be more 
beneficial than the In-Class Model regarding adequacy of space and 
facilities, ease in use of materials and flexibility of programs. The 
In-Class Model was perceived to be more beneficial than the Pull- 
Out Model regarding scheduling, planning, and communication. 
No statistically significant results were obtained in their 
perceptions regarding student achievement, disruption of regular 
class activities, self-image of children and responsibility for 
student progress. 
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It has become increasingly apparent that, almost a quarter 
century after President Johnson created the federal 
government’s first large scale school aid program. Title I (now 
known as Chapter I) as part of his "War on Poverty," researchers 
and educators familiar with compensatory education are 
questioning long-established policies and practice. Yet, few have 
clear conceptions about what alternatives will be more effective 
than the current practice (Slavin, Karweit and Madden, 1989). 
In recent years, there has developed a growing 
dissatisfaction with the educational services provided to 
educationally disadvantaged children. One key issue that we 
know surprisingly little about is the effects of Chapter I Service 
Delivery Models, (Pull-Out versus In-Class). The Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model involves the pulling out of eligible Chapter I 
students from the regular classroom to receive remedial 
instructional services in reading and/or mathematics usually 
from a compensatory teacher or a paraprofessional in a separate 
Chapter I room. The In-Class Service Delivery Model requires 
the compensatory teacher or paraprofessional to intervene 
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directly in the regular classroom. They work with eligible 
Chapter I students while instruction is being provided to non- 
Chapter I students in the same classroom by the regular 
classroom teacher. 
The National Institute of Education (1978) reported that 
the predominate method of providing Chapter I services was the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, partly because of the 
"supplement, not supplant." federal guidelines. Glass and Smith 
(1977) argued that the practice of "Pull-Out" for compensatory 
teaching was nearly universal. Carter (1984) reported that 
compensatory instruction was typically provided in a pull-out 
setting, as did Anderson and Stonehill (1986). In one national 
study (Advanced Technology, 1983), Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model out-numbered In-Class Service Delivery Model by nine to 
one. More recently Archambault (1986) reported that the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model may be declining in favor of the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model. 
After over 20 years of federally funded compensatory 
education, researchers and educators have begun to question 
whether the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is the most 
effective approach for compensatory education students. Local 
school administrators are responsible for making decisions about 
the operation and management of their Chapter I programs. 
They need a sound basis for making such decisions. 
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Administrators need to know how these decisions affect Chapter 
I eligible students and more specifically, how these decisions 
impact student achievement. 
This study grew out of an awareness that more information 
is needed in making decisions about service delivery models for 
Chapter I programs at the administrative and local levels. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem under investigation in this study was the 
examination of the differences in compensatory teachers', regular 
classroom teachers' and principals' perceptions of two Chapter I 
Service Delivery Models (Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus 
In-Class Service Delivery Model) as related to the following 
variables: student achievement, disruption of regular class 
activities, self-image of children, scheduling, communication 
between teachers involved, collaborative planning, responsibility 
for student progress, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use 
of materials, and flexibility of programs. 
Rçigçarçh Quittons 
The research conducted sought to answer the following 
questions: 
1. Is there a difference in the compensatory teachers' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
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relate to the following variables: student achievement, 
disruption of regular class activities, self-image of 
children, scheduling, communication between 
teachers involved, collaborative planning, 
responsibility for student progress, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials and flexibility of 
programs? 
2. Is there a difference in the regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to the following variables: student 
achievement, disruption of regular class activities, 
self-image of children, scheduling, communication 
between teachers involved, collaborative planning, 
responsibility for student progress, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials, and flexibility of 
programs? 
3, Is there a difference in the principals' perceptions of 
the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to the 
following variables: student achievement, disruption 
of regular class activities, self-image of children, 
scheduling, communication between teachers 
involved, collaborative planning, responsibility for 
student progress, adequacy of space and facilities, 
ease in use of materials, and flexibility of programs? 
The Educational Context of the Problem 
Chapter I of the Education Consolidation and Improvement 
Act of 1981, a federally funded program, represents one of the 
largest federal investments in education. Billions of dollars have 
been spent each year to provide remedial instruction for the 
poor and educationally disadvantaged. The purpose of Chapter I 
is to provide compensatory education to educationally 
disadvantaged children from low-income families and whose 
chances for success are limited by a background of poverty. 
Funding by the federal government has been given to schools in 
an attempt to compensate for the deficits in reading and 
mathematics for these children (Anderson and Stonehill, 1986). 
An examination of research on compensatory education 
indicated that the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model was the 
predominating method of delivering compensatory instruction; 
however, the use of the In-Class Service Delivery Model is on the 
rise (Advanced Technology. Inc., 1983). In elementary schools, 
84 percent of all Chapter I reading programs and 76 percent of 
mathematics programs used the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
The In-Class Service Delivery Model was used in 28 percent of 
reading programs and 36 percent in mathematics programs 
(Birman, Orland, Jung, Anson, Garcia, Moore, Funkhouser, 
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Morrison, Turnbull, and Reisner, 1987). Schools have 
overwhelmingly used the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model partly 
because this arrangement assures that Chapter I services are 
supplementary as special personnel and materials are allocated 
only to eligible students. When using the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model, there is a concern that compensatory teachers 
or paraprofessionals will be helping ineligible as well as eligible 
students. 
After more than 20 years, the overall effects of compensa¬ 
tory education is disappointing (Savage, 1987: Carter, 1984: 
Forbes, 1985: Stickney and Plunkett, 1982: Wang, 1980) and not 
producing the kind of achievement impact the people have 
hoped it would (Cooley, 1981). Researcher and practitioners 
alike are dissatisfied with current practices and are ready for 
change. Much of this dissatisfaction concerns the effects that 
particular service delivery models (Pull-Out versus In-Class) have 
on students and student achievement. 
Advocates of both Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery 
Models are equally emphatic regarding the educational 
superiority of their models. Advocates of the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model argue that the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
diminishes communication, cooperation, and coordination 
between the compensatory teacher and the regular classroom 
teacher; that it reduces teacher responsibility for pupil progress; 
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that valuable content is lost, and that it unnecessarily labels and 
stigmatizes students. Instruction by the compensatory teacher 
in a Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is rarely well-integrated 
with that provided by the regular classroom teacher. Other 
limitations include disruptions of classroom activities, excessive 
hallway movement that negatively affects the learning climate, 
and fragmentation of the instructional approaches which can 
result in confusion and can be counterproductive to the total 
program (Gaffney and Schember,1982). Advocates of the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model, on the other hand, have countered 
that it provides more concentrated instruction to smaller groups 
of students by specialists than its counterpart, the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model (Archambault, F. X., 1986, June). 
The In-Class Service Delivery Model also has its 
limitations. According to the critics of this model, it is too 
distracting to run two instructional programs at the same time 
in one room. Turf struggles develop between teachers; the use 
of materials and audio-visual equipment is limited, and the lack 
of adequate space, as well as the inability to sufficiently 
individualize Chapter I instruction impede progress. The most 
frequently mentioned advantage of the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model is greater communication between the compensatory 
teacher and the regular classroom teacher (Vasquez-Nuttal 
Associates, 1983). 
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The research describing the impact of the Pull-Out and In- 
Class Service Delivery Models on student achievement shows 
little convincing evidence for the effectiveness of either model. 
The National Institute of Education (NIE, 1977) interpreted the 
results of the Instructional Dimension Study (IDS) to mean that 
neither model is consistently associated with greater 
achievement. Glass and Smith (1977) studied the results of the 
third year evaluation of the Emergency School Aid Act and the 
Instructional Dimension Study as reported by NIE and 
concluded that the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model had no 
academic or social benefits and may be a disadvantage to student 
progress. 
More recently, studies have investigated the impact of the 
Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery Models on student 
progress. Yap (1983) concluded that participants who receive 
instruction in a Pull-Out Service Delivery Model are likely to 
perform as well as, if not better than, their counterparts in the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model. Nearine and Pecheone (1984), 
Knight (1979a, 1979b, 1979c), and Madhere (1981) reported 
positive effects for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. Doss 
and Holley (1982), on the other hand, reported that Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model programs were not effective and Wyatt 
(1986) reported no significant difference between California 
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Achievement Tests NCE gains of Chapter I students enrolled in 
the Pull-Out or In-Class Service Delivery Models. 
Based on the research, it cannot be concluded that 
instruction in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is more 
effective than instruction in the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
However, it is safe to conclude that it is "the issue of effective 
practices, not models, that deserves the attention of educators” 
(Leinhardt and Pallay, 1982, p. 557). 
Significance of the Study 
While the amount of research on Chapter I compensatory 
programs continues to grow, very little is available on the 
methods of delivery. Recently, researchers and educators have 
begun to question whether the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
is most effective in delivering the needed service to 
compensatory education students. Consequently, the researcher 
hopes that the findings of this study will increase the amount of 
literature related to the Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery 
Models which now concern policy-makers and practitioners 
alike. 
With accountability serving as a by-word for principals and 
other administrators, the results of this study may help them 
determine whether the In-Class Service Delivery Model is a 
viable alternative service delivery model for Chapter I students. 
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Delimitations of the Study 
The following are some of the restraints and delimitations 
of the study: 
1. The sample was drawn from only one urban school 
system and addressed only Chapter I elementary 
schools with an organizational pattern of grades K-5. 
2. Data were based only on the perceptions of principals 
and teachers who responded to the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Questionnaire. 
Definitions of Terms 
The following definitions were used for the purpose of this 
study: 
1. Chapter I - A federally funded program which enables 
states to provide compensatory education to students 
with severe deficits in basic skills areas — reading and 
mathematics. It is designed to support services 
specifically for low-achieving students who attend 
schools with a high concentration of children from 
poor families. 
2. Pull-Out Service Delivery Model - A Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model whereby the eligible Chapter I 
students are pulled from the regular classroom for one 
30-45 minute period a day to receive remedial 
instruction in reading and/or mathematics provided 
by a compensatory teacher assisted by a 
paraprofessional in a separate Chapter I room. 
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3. In-Class Service Delivery Model - A Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model within the confines of the regular 
classroom but taught by a compensatory teacher 
assisted by a paraprofessional. They work with eligible 
Chapter I students while instruction is being taught to 
non-Chapter I students by the regular classroom 
teacher at the same time. 
4. Compensatory Teacher - A certified professional 
employee assigned to a Chapter I school on the basis 
of the number of students with percentile scores of 49 
or below in reading and in mathematics as measured 
by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The teacher 
provides supplementary instruction to Chapter I 
students to remediate reading and/or mathematics 
and assists in providing a total instructional program 
for all students assigned to the compensatory program 
through cooperative efforts with a regular teacher. 
5. Regular Classroom Teacher - A certified professional 
employee who provides all of the instruction not 
provided by the compensatory teacher for chapter I 
eligible students in the regular classroom. 
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6. Perceptions - The ideas that compensatory teachers, 
regular classroom teachers, and principals have of 
Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery Models as they 
relate to the following variables: student achievement, 
disruption of regular class activities, self-image of 
children, scheduling, communication between 
teachers involved, collaborative planning, 
responsibility for student progress, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials and flexibility of 
programs as measured by the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Questionnaire. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the introduction and the context of the 
problem focused on the Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery 
Models of delivering the extra help to Chapter I eligible 
students. 
The problem of the study, to examine the differences in 
compensatory teachers’, regular classroom teachers', and 
principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to 
certain variables, was presented with three attending research 
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questions. The research questions concerned whether or not 
differences exist in the compensatory teachers', regular 
classroom teachers' and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model for compensatory education students. 
This chapter concluded with the significance of the study, 
delimitations of the study and definitions of: Chapter I, Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model, In-Class Service Delivery Model, 
compensatory teacher, regular classroom teachers, and 
perceptions. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to determine if differences 
exist in the compensatory teachers’, regular teachers', and 
principals' perceptions of two Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
(Pull-Out and In-Class) as they relate to the following variables: 
student achievement, disruption of regular class activities, self- 
image of children, scheduling, communication between teachers 
involved, collaborative planning, responsibility for student 
progress, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use of 
materials, and flexibility of programs. The review of literature 
has been organized under the same headings. 
Student Achievement 
The third year evaluation of the Emergency School Aid Act 
(Coulson, Ozenne, Hanes, Bradford, Doherty, Duck and 
Hemenway, 1977) was one of the first large scale investigations 
of the effect of instructional setting for compensatory education 
students. It was also a study in which the pullout variable was 
examined for compensatory education children. In one part of 
the evaluation, residual gain scores on individual student reading 
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and mathematics tests were regressed on 19 variables that were 
thought to be related to achievement. One of the independent 
variables was the proportion of reading or mathematics 
instruction that was received in a pullout environment. The 
overall sample was 8,319 participants drawn from two 
compensatory programs, including grades 3, 4, and 5. Reading 
and mathematics performance in these grades within each 
program was analyzed. A total of 12 separate regression 
equations was derived. Out of the 12 equations, pullout, was 
found to have a significant negative effect on achievement four 
times. The negative effect of pullout was mostly in reading. Six 
regressions involving reading were examined and three showed 
significant regression weight. 
Leinhardt and Palley (1982) interpret the findings to mean 
that a "change from receiving no pullout information in reading 
to receiving one-half reading instruction in pullout would be 
associated with a small reduction in the independent measure" 
(p. 569). They argued that no matter what the dependent 
measure was, the effect was very small. There is the possibility 
that pullout was associated with less gain because (1) less able 
students tended to get pullout instruction, (2) the pretest did not 
control adequately for such differences, and (3) schools were 
more likely to use pullout instruction when they had students 
with more problems. 
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The Instructional Dimension Study (IDS) conducted for the 
National Institute of Education (1977) by the Learning Research 
and Development at the University of Pittsburgh was also 
concerned with the effect of pullout. This study sampled first 
and third grade mathematics and reading classes and used 
classrooms as the basic unit of analysis. One of the variables, 
"setting" was scaled as a composite of the amount of time 
students were in supplemental instruction outside the regular 
class and the number of children in a classroom that were pulled 
out for instruction. NIE (1977) reported that first grade 
students receiving instruction in the regular classroom (i.e., the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model) made significantly larger gains 
in reading and mathematics than those in the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model. At the third grade level, however, setting had no 
significant effect on achievement in reading but larger gains in 
mathematics were associated with the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. These results are interpreted by NIE to mean that 
neither model is consistently associated with greater 
instructional effectiveness. 
The findings of Cooley and Leinhardt's (1980) and Palley's 
(1982) report on the IDS were different from those reported by 
the NIE (1977). Cooley and Leinhardt (1980) noted that pull-out 
instruction was associate with student gain in third grade reading 
only and that more time in pull-out was related with less gain. 
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Reanalyzing the data with only those children who received 
pull-out instruction, Leinhardt and Palley (1982) concluded the 
following: 
In the analysis with the non-pullout students, there 
was a negative relationship between the time spent in 
pull-out and posttest in all cells. When the non-pullout 
students were excluded from the analysis, the results 
completely changed. There was a positive significant 
relationship between pullout and posttest in all cases 
except third grade reading, (p. 568) 
More recently, studies which have been much narrower in 
scope and significance, have looked at the impact of pull-out on 
achievement. 
Yap's (1983) study addressed the following research 
question: What are the effects of different instructional models 
on the achievement of students participating in Chapter I 
project? 
Data were collected to examine the effects of different 
instructional models on the achievement of Title I students who 
received remedial reading and mathematics instruction over a 
three-year period (1978-1981). There were 300 projects 
throughout the state of Hawaii involved in this research. Two 
hundred eighty seven schools were involved in the reading 
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analysis and 26 were involved in the mathematics analysis. For 
reading, 75 schools were involved in 1978-79, 109 schools in 
1979-80, and 103 schools in 1980-81, and in all years, over 60 
percent of them were Pull-Out Service Delivery Model schools. 
Yap compared Pull-Out Service Delivery Model programs with 
both In-Class Service Delivery Model and combined In-Class/Pull- 
Out programs. NCE gain score was the dependent variable and 
the type of program was the independent variable. 
From the findings it was concluded that students who 
receive Chapter I instruction in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model are likely to perform as well as, if not better than, their 
counterparts in other models in terms of achievement gains. Yap 
also concluded that the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model was a 
viable option for providing remedial services to Chapter I 
students. 
Nearine and Pecheone's study (1984) of the Intensive 
Reading Instruction Team (IRIT) implemented in Hartford, 
Connecticut, reported positive effects for the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model. This study compared 698 students in grades 
three through six whose pre-entry reading performance on the 
Metropolitan Achievement Test fell below the 23rd percentile 
with 124 third grade through sixth grade students who also 
scored below the 23rd percentile but were not selected for the 
program. Since students involved in this intensive ten-week 
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program entered different times during the school year, 
comparisons were made across three cycles. The posttest 
performance of students completing earlier cycles were 
compared with pretest performance of students entering a later 
cycle. 
The finding of this study showed gains of at least six normal 
curve equivalents (NCEs) across the various reading and language 
arts analyses. Students who completed an Intensive Reading 
Instruction Team cycle performed higher than students entering 
the next cycle. The gains in reading were sustained throughout 
the school year. However, they did not find significant posttest 
differences between IRIT and those in the comparison group, 
who out performed the IRIT students on the pretest. 
Knight (1979a, 1979b, and 1979c) also reported positive 
effects of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model in studies of several 
schools in New York City. In each of the studies the posttest 
scores of pullout participants were compared with the scores 
students would be predicted to receive. The findings indicated 
that the posttest performance surpassed the predicted posttest 
levels in all the comparisons performed across the three studies. 
Further, all but six of the more than 25 comparisons across 
various grade levels and content areas were statistically 
significant. 
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In the Diagnostic/Prescriptive Reading Program Study 
(Knight, 1979a), 526 second through six graders were identified 
as needing supplementary reading instruction. The Stanford. 
Diagnostic Reading Test was the measuring instrument. An 
observation rating scale was used by the evaluators. Most of the 
ratings were in the "very good" and "excellent" categories. No 
program characteristics were rated as "poor" or "very poor." 
Evaluators found no weaknesses of the program. 
In another study (Knight, 1979b), the program was 
designed to improve reading skills and to provide intensive 
remediation for students in grades 1-6. A pretest/posttest 
design was used. Instruments were the Stanford Diagnostic 
Reading Test and an observations rating scale. Strengths of the 
program were the positive high expectation level set for student 
performance and the high degree of individualization achieved by 
students. 
The mathematics study (Knight, 1979c) was designed to 
improve mathematics achievement by directing intervention 
toward diagnosed deficits in number concept, computual skills, 
relationship among measures and problem solving. Four hundred 
twenty-six students in grades 2-8 were involved. The strength of 
the program also was the high performance achieved by students. 
Madhere (1981) reported, in a study of the Title I 
programs in the Newark, New Jersey public schools, that the 
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Pull-Out Service Delivery Model was more effective than the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model in improving student achievement. 
The Instructional Strategy Study sought to determine which 
instructional strategy (In-Class, Pull-Out or Lab) had been most 
effective with Title I students. The sample included 12 classes 
from grades 2-7 in four different schools. The impact of such 
variables as student overall academic standing and general 
program status was controlled. The statistical tool used in the 
study was the analysis of variance. Results showed that the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model tended to be the most effective. 
Doss and Holley (1982), on the other hand, reported that 
."ull-Out Service Delivery Model programs were not effective. 
Some of the reasons for the ineffectiveness of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model were: (1) the regular classroom teachers’ 
decreased sense of responsibility for the special program 
students and (2) ineffective aides. Based on Glass and Smith 
(1979) meta-analysis of class size and achievement, they argued 
that reducing the class size and giving instruction in the regular 
classroom would remedy some of the problems that occur in 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model programs and improve student 
performance. As a result, "Schoolwide Project" was implemented 
on a pilot basis in 1980-81 in two Austin, Texas, elementary 
schools. Analysis were conducted on reading and mathematics 
achievement in grades 2 through 6 and in certain Title I schools 
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using a Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. Doss and Holley 
concluded from these analyses that students outscored Title I 
regular students of the same pretest level in most schoolwide 
projects. The advantage of the schoolwide project across grades 
were 2.1 months in reading and 2.2 months in mathematics. 
Considering principals' leadership styles, teacher attitudes 
and method of instruction, Wyatt (1986) investigated the effects 
of two instructional models (Pull-Out and In-Class) of Chapter I 
compensatory education in Area II of the Atlanta Public School 
System. 
The subjects in Wyatt's study were 275 regular (first, 
second, and third grade) classroom teachers and Chapter I 
teachers with five years of experience in their respective schools 
and their classes. Average gain scores of the California 
Achievement Tests were collected and examined for students 
from low income families in grades 1, 2, and 3 between 1981 
and 1985. Teacher Attitudes were measured by the Minnesota 
Teacher Attitude Inventory and a 10-item questionnaire 
developed to acquire specific information related to the study 
from the teachers. Principals' leadership styles were determined 
by qualified judgement. 
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The findings of this study were: 
1. There was no significant difference between the CAT 
NCE gains of Chapter I students enrolled in the Pull- 
Out or In-Class. 
2. There was no significant relationship between the 
attitudes of teachers as measured by the MTAI and the 
1984-85 NCE gains made by Chapter I students. 
3. There was no significant difference between teacher 
scores on the MTAI and the three different principals' 
leadership styles. 
Lahmeyer (1987) compared the effectiveness of an 
alternative regular classroom service delivery model with a 
traditional Pull-Out Service Delivery Model in terms of obtained 
achievement as measured by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (FTBS) 
reading comprehension scores. The researcher hypothesized 
that the average change from pretest score on the ITBS for 
reading comprehension was not significantly different from zero 
for grades kindergarten through five, under either service 
delivery model. She further hypothesized that the average 
amount of change from pretest score to posttest score for the 
inservice delivery model is not significantly greater than the 
average amount of change for the traditional service delivery 
model for any grade. 
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The subjects in this study were students in kindergarten 
through grade five, eligible for Chapter I in a small Midwestern 
rural school district. They were selected according to the 
Missouri Chapter I eligibility criteria. The experimental groups 
were served in an overcrowded elementary school. Five 
instructional aides were employed along with one Chapter I 
resource teacher. The aides went into the classroom to serve the 
students rather than serving them in a "traditional" Pull-Out 
program. The resource teacher guided and assisted them. 
Another elementary school was chosen for the control 
group. This group was taught by a compensatory teacher in a 
"traditional" Pull-Out program. Instruments used in the study 
were the American Testronics Achievement Battery and the Iowa 
Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). The researcher developed a 
questionnaire for teachers, parents, and students to survey their 
opinions about the Chapter I program. 
Hypothesis 1 was tested using a pair t-test, Hypothesis 2 
was tested using analysis of covariance. The first hypothesis was 
rejected for grades two through five in the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model and for grades 2 and 5 in the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. The second hypothesis was rejected because the 
posttest scores were greater for the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. The findings indicated that the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model was not more effective than the traditional Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model. 
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Chambliss (1980) examined possible relationships between 
instructional settings and a number of associated variables to 
reading achievement for Title I students. Analysis of Chambliss' 
data revealed that there were no consistent relationships 
between reading achievement of students and the two types of 
setting (Pull-Out and In-Class), the two levels of teacher 
experience (experienced and inexperienced), and the two types 
of teacher opinions of the instructional setting (positive and 
negative). The conclusion reached was that no logical pattern of 
relationship existed among the associated variables to reading 
achievement of Title I students. 
Levy (1987) conducted a study to evaluate the success of a 
summer remediation program in mathematics in a New Jersey 
school district. 
A comparison of scores obtained by students in both the 
Pull-Out program and the summer remediation program over a 
period of two years and four grade levels (4 through 7) on the 
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) was made. An analysis 
of covariance was carried out on scores obtained on the 
computation, application and mathematical concepts subtests. 
Mean scores were obtained for both the experimental and 
control groups. No statistically significant results were obtained. 
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The findings indicated that pupils in summer remediation 
learned at least as much as their counterparts in the Pull-Out 
program. 
Literature on the effectiveness of service delivery models 
on achievement leads to the following conclusions: In some 
cases, compensatory education in a Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model leads to higher student achievement; in other instances, 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model has a more positive effect; 
and in still others, the model for instruction has no significant 
effect on student achievement (Archambault, 1986). 
Disruption of Regular Class Activities 
Vasquez-Nuttall Associates (1983) reported in the interim 
evaluation report for the FY '83 Chapter I Elementary Reading 
Programs of the Boston Public Schools that the disadvantage 
mentioned most frequently of the pilot model (In-Class) was that 
it was too distracting to run two instructional program at the 
same time in the same classroom. According to more than 80 
percent of both Chapter I teachers and regular classroom 
teachers, distraction was a major problem. It is the regular 
classroom teacher, more often than the Chapter I teacher who is 
forced to schedule activities that accommodate another class in 
the same room. Ninety-four percent of the regular classroom 
teachers said they had to modify activities. The Chapter I 
teacher, on the other hand, felt compelled to keep students’ 
voices low and also to avoid whole class instruction. 
Bean and Eichelberger (1985) reached a similar conclusion 
that both the regular classroom teacher and Chapter I teacher 
had problems with two instructional programs in the same room. 
This finding resulted from a study to compare teacher 
perceptions of Pull-Out and In-Class programs where a large 
school district changed its supplemental reading program from 
Pull-Out to In-Class. 
One major purpose of the study was to identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of the In-Class program. The sample 
population consisted of 74 reading specialists and 411 regular 
classroom teachers from 105 elementary, middle and secondary 
schools. Reading specialists in 22 parochial schools were 
included. Data for the study were collected by means of a 
questionnaire, responses, and interviews. The respondents 
answered several open-ended questions on their perceptions 
about the strength and weaknesses of the In-Class program. 
In a research study conducted by Hayes (1983), an 
opinionnaire consisting of nine questions was administered to 
elementary teachers in grades one through five in the Elizabeth 
(New Jersey) Public School District. The purpose of the study 
was to determine whether there is a significant difference 
between teacher attitudes toward Pull-Out versus In-Class 
compensatory reading programs. 
The answer to the question, "Which program provides less 
classroom interruptions — Pull-Out or In-Class?" was that 54 
percent of those surveyed found Pull-Out causes less classroom 
interruption as compared to 36 percent for In-Class. Teachers 
felt students were more distracted in the In-Class compensatory 
program than in the Pull-Out program. There were fewer 
disruptions caused by students moving in and out of the regular 
classroom. 
Rowan, Guthrie, Lee and Guthrie (1986) conducted a field 
study undertaken as part of the National Assessment of Chapter I 
mandated by Congress in 1983 to investigate the current 
operations of the program and the prospects for its 
improvement. The study was conducted in six states in different 
geographic regions of the country. The sample included 17 
elementary schools, 3 intermediate schools, and 4 high schools. 
Fifteen schools were located in urban areas, four in suburban 
areas and five in rural areas. Data were collected by observing the 
instruction received by the students and interviews with 
classroom teachers, school administration and Chapter I staff. 
Field records were used to evaluate the criticism that instruction 
in the Pull-Out setting wastes time for students and disrupts 
instruction in the regular classroom. A comparison was made 
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between five elementary schools using the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model and two elementary schools utilizing the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model. 
Findings indicated that transition time to and from 
Chapter I classes in the In-Class project averaged 2.28 minutes 
and 1.45 minutes. Three schools of the Pull-Out project had an 
average of approximately 3.5 minutes; one had 5.7 minutes and 
the other had 9.0 minutes. Traveling time to and from Chapter I 
rooms that were a considerable distance from the regular 
classroom was longer than traveling to the Chapter I room 
nearby. The findings also indicated that the movement of 
students into and out of classrooms was no more disruptive than 
movements within classrooms. 
According to Vanecko, Ames and Archambault (1980), and 
Kimbrough and Hill (1981), Chapter I Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Models have been criticized on the basis that much time is lost in 
transition between the regular classroom and the Pull-Out 
setting. 
Scheduling 
Finding an appropriate time to pull students out for 
remedial instruction is an issue of considerable concern to 
teachers. Vann (1988) sought an answer to a very crucial 
question in his article. Let's Pall In Pull-Out Program: "How is 
30 
the classroom teacher— who is held accountable for learning— to 
provide instruction, when children are constantly missing 
valuable instructional time because of Pull-Out programs?" 
(pp. 52-54) 
He asserted that pullouts miss much of the interaction that 
goes on in a classroom. Usually these youngsters are pulled out 
during social studies and science lessons, thereby missing 
subjects that provided interaction, group project work and 
higher order thinking skills which include observing, classifying 
and discussion about social issues, values and other interpersonal 
relationships. These subjects are invaluable in a child's education 
if the child is to become a productive citizen. 
Hennessay (1984), a classroom teacher, declared in an 
article that scheduling around the pullouts is nerve wrecking. 
Not only do students miss important lessons, but teachers are 
constantly frustrated in their efforts to use time wisely. 
Respondents to a poll report conducted by Learning 88 
reported that students who are pulled out miss out on content 
materials and special group projects (Conroy, 1988). These 
youngsters, who already lag behind their peers, become very 
frustrated when they are in the middle of something and time 
comes for them to leave to go to another room for remedial 
instruction. They waste time on assignments when they know 
that they will be leaving soon. When they return, they have 
trouble fitting in something that is already in progress. 
In the Boston schools interim report (Vasquez and Nuttall, 
1983) 71 percent of the teachers reported that they 
encountered scheduling problems. 
Teachers surveyed at the NIE (1977) conference were not 
too concerned about the subjects students missed when they 
were pulled out for compensatory instruction because they 
argued that mastery of basic reading and mathematics skills is 
essential. Many teachers reported that they provided 
enrichment activities for their regular students and saved time 
for social studies and science until they could be taught when all 
students were present (Shuy, 1978). 
Glass and Smith (1977) asserted that when an elementary 
school compensatory education student is pulled out of his 
regular classroom for remedial instruction in reading, language, 
or mathematics, the chances are: 
1 in 3 that no academic instruction is missed, 
1 in 5 that the same subject for which he is pulled out is 
missed, 
1 in 4 that instruction in social studies is missed 
1 in 7 that instruction in science is missed (p. 17). 
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Hamischfeger (1980) asserted that if students receive 
reading in a pullout program, usually they are pulled out of 
classroom reading instruction. He concluded that consequently, 
pulled out pupils "often received less reading time than the rest 
of the class because the pulling out— going some place and 
coming back— also entails loss of instructional time for students 
who need more" (p. 4). 
Self-Image of the Children 
Some educators believe that students who are labeled as 
Chapter I students and pulled out for remedial instruction are 
likely to feel different (Shuy, 1978; Glass and Smith, 1977). 
Special placement makes the student feel rejected rather than 
rescued (Leimhardt and Palley, 1982). Kennedy (1978) made a 
similar conclusion that the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is 
believed to stigmatize Chapter I students by making them 
identifiable. 
Critics of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model have asserted 
that it unnecessarily labels and stigmatizes students. In the 
reauthorization hearings of Title I, 1977 and 1978, the 
Congressional Committees were told that Pull-Out programs 
tended to segregate and stigmatize slow learners (Savage, 1987). 
Glass and Smith (1977) emphasized that labeling and 
pulling the Chapter I students out of the regular classroom 
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creates strong expectancy biases in both the teacher and student. 
Lower expectations about achievement result from labeling and 
pulling students out of regular classroom. 
At the National Institute of Education (1977) conference, 
the workshop on settings induced some lively debates. 
According to Noddings (1978), most of the conference teachers 
argued that, pulling students out of their regular classroom for 
special instruction stigmatized them, was not a large problem. 
Sometimes, they said, students did feel like "dummies" when 
they were pulled out, but they themselves knew that they were 
having problems (p. 8). Levine (1982) also said that students 
would be labeled by their peers as a "dummie." The negative 
impact of this problem can be reduced by providing 
opportunities for Chapter I students to perform successfully in 
other classroom activities. 
Jenkins and Heinen (1989) directed a study to investigate 
stigmatization associated with different program models. This 
study assessed students' preferences about where and by whom 
they receive instruction for learning difficulties. 
Subjects involved in the study were 686 special, remedial 
and regular education students in grades 2, 4, and 5 from 
classrooms that used a Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, In-Class 
Service Delivery Model or Integrated model. Participants were 
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drawn from 15 schools in four school districts from the Puget 
Sound Area of Washington State. 
Data were obtained by interviews. The student interview 
consisted of two questions which sought to determine where and 
from whom students would rather receive specialized 
instruction. The first question addressed preference about the 
location (Pull-Out or In-Class). The second question addressed 
students' preference for help from a specialist or get extra help 
from the regular classroom teacher. Research assistants 
interviewed the students. 
Students' preference between the Pull-Out and In-Class 
Service Delivery Models was influenced by the type of program 
which they were currently served and by their grade level. 
Seventy-two percent of the students from Pull-Out programs 
preferred that type of program over In-Class programs. Fifty-one 
percent of the students who were currently receiving In-Class 
services preferred Pull-Out and 49 percent preferred In-Class. 
Grade was significant with 76 percent of the upper grade 
students expressing preference for the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
In an article by Conroy (1988), a vast majority of classroom 
teachers responding to a teacher poll on the Pull-Out reading 
program, said that students like Pull-Out programs because they 
get attention, found the classes less frustrating and they learned 
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to feel good about themselves. Students in Chapter I were made 
to feel privileged to attend. 
Labeling and stigmatization can occur in the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model as well as the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. Noddings (1978) and Hayes (1983) suggested that it may 
be greater in the In-Class Service Delivery Model environment 
because students are singled out and given instruction in front of 
their peers. The sensitivity of teachers in either model is very 
important. Kennedy (1978) states: 
Compensatory education students are less likely 
to be subjected to labeling and its negative effects in 
environments where teachers actively encourage 
children's respect for and appreciation of a variety of 
human differences: in environments where 
similarities between learning tasks and materials are 
emphasized; and in environments where Title I and 
non-Title I children frequently move, in an organized 
way, to other parts of the building or classroom to 
receive special instruction, (p. 35) 
Communication 
One of the most frequently cited advantages of the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model is the increased communication, 
cooperation and coordination between regular classroom 
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teachers and compensatory teachers. In the Boston school's 
evaluation report for 1982-1983 (Vasquez-Nuttall, 1983), a few 
respondents claimed that neither model affords enough time for 
discussion between teachers. The vast majority of the regular 
classroom teachers said that there was the same amount of 
communication in the In-Class Service Delivery Model as in the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model when the compensatory teacher 
taught in separate classrooms. "Same amount of communication" 
meant that communication had always been good. 
The compensatory teachers, on the other hand, felt less 
satisfied than the regular classroom teacher with the amount of 
communication regarding students' work and the sharing of 
classroom facilities. Principals tended to express much more 
satisfaction with communication than the teachers involved with 
Chapter I activities. Five out of six principals of schools with In- 
Class Service Delivery Models rated communication good to 
excellent. Ninety-one percent of principals with Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Models also rated communication good to excellent. 
In order to examine communication more closely, the 
compensatory teachers and the regular classroom teachers were 
asked to rate sufficiency of communication of seven different 
types. These topics included: reading skills, student behavior, 
aspects of student performance, student motivation, coordination 
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between Chapter I, and regular classroom work, teachers sharing 
materials, and teachers sharing facilities. 
Regular classroom teachers in the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model expressed greater satisfaction with communication in 
student performance than the compensatory teachers. Maybe 
this difference in attitude may be attributed to the fact that the 
regular classroom teacher finds it more convenient to have the 
compensatory teacher come to her room to talk while the 
compensatory teacher feels fragmented among several different 
classrooms. However, in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, 
compensatory teachers who work in a separate classroom 
expressed more satisfaction with communication about student 
performance than the regular classroom teachers. 
Most of the respondents in the Learning 88 poll said that 
they were kept informed about their students’ program by the 
compensatory teachers. Seventy-six percent knew what was 
being taught to their students but almost half of them said they 
knew only some of the time. This indicates that improvement in 
communication could be made. It appears that even though an 
In-Class Service Delivery Model makes it easier for 
communication to occur, it does not ensure that it will occur. 
With regard to communication and coordination between 
the students' Chapter I work and work in the regular classroom, 
Allington (1986) has offered some interesting comments. He 
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argued that neither the compensatory teacher nor the regular 
classroom teacher most likely know what kind of instruction the 
other is providing for the compensatory education students. The 
reading instruction in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is 
typically unrelated to the reading instruction offered in the 
regular classroom. Allington (1987) and his researchers 
interviewed both compensatory teachers and regular classroom 
teachers and found fewer than one in ten regular classroom 
teachers could tell anything about the instruction their students 
received from the compensatory teacher. They did not find 
remedial reading instruction to be supportive of instruction given 
in the regular classroom. Though most regular classroom 
programs emphasized comprehension of subject matter, 
compensatory instruction presented word, sentence or 
paragraph level tasks with no emphasis in comprehension. The 
subject matter of the materials was not related to the regular 
classroom curriculum. 
The Instructional Dimension Study [IDS] (1977) workshop 
participants also criticized the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
for interrupting the continuity of instruction. In many instances, 
compensatory education students are taught by teachers who 
have different ideals about their needs, different objectives and 
materials. Consequently, few students receive instruction that 
supplement their core curriculum. As a result, this kind of 
instruction increases confusion rather than reduces it for 
remedial students. 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Models can offer instruction that 
is congruent with that offered in the regular classrooms. For 
example, both compensatory teachers and regular classroom 
teachers can use similar materials, same teaching strategies and 
teach the same concepts and skills. 
Collaborative Planning 
Joint planning is the key to an effective program. The key 
to good coordination between the compensatory teacher and the 
regular classroom teacher is the quality of joint planning that 
occurs (Kennedy, 1978). 
Conroy's (1988) article summarized the findings of a poll 
report on how teachers rated Pull-Out programs. Ninety-two 
percent of the remedial reading teachers responded that 
planning was done collaboratively with the regular classroom 
teacher. However, only 54 percent of the regular classroom 
teachers said they plan with the remedial teacher. 
In situations where cooperation was the norm, regular 
classroom teachers praised the initiative of the remedial teachers 
for making the system work. Some teachers met at least 
weekly— daily when necessary— in order to coordinate the reading 
programs. In some schools, however, dictation replaced 
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collaboration. The regular classroom teacher wrote lesson plans 
and the remedial teacher carried them out. Most of the 
responding regular classroom teachers, at least 72 percent, 
asserted that the remedial teacher supported or extended skills 
and concepts taught in the regular classroom. 
The lack of time for planning seems to have been the major 
complaint of both compensatory teachers and regular classroom 
teachers in the Boston School System (Vasquez and Nuttal, 
1983). Eighty-one percent of Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
compensatory teachers were able to plan for each class as 
compared to 71 percent of In-Class Service Delivery Model 
teachers. The most interesting finding was that some Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model compensatory teachers felt pressured to 
follow the homeroom teachers' plan instead of their own. There 
is some evidence to suggest that certain types of teachers are not 
able to work together in a classroom, therefore, joint planning 
may take place during lunch period or after school. 
Responsibility for Student Progress 
Critics of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model have argued 
that it reduces teacher responsibility for student progress. Doss 
and Holley (1982) asserted that one of the reasons for the 
ineffectiveness of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model was the 
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regular classroom teachers' decreased sense of responsibility for 
the compensatory education student. 
When students receive compensatory instruction outside 
the regular classroom, neither the compensatory teacher nor the 
regular classroom teacher is willing to accept full responsibility 
for the students' progress (Allington, 1986). The regular 
classroom teacher may claim that if the students' performance is 
less than acceptable progress, it can be attributed to the 
shortcoming of the student or the compensatory instruction. 
The compensatory teacher, on the other hand, may attribute 
such a result to either the student or inadequate instruction 
received in the regular classroom. Some researchers have 
concluded that to avoid this kind of fingerpointing, 
implementing the In-Class Service Delivery Model would allow 
the compensatory teacher and the regular classroom teacher to 
share the responsibility. 
When teachers were asked who resume responsibility for 
the reading progress of poor readers in the Learning 88 poll, a 
number of respondents said it was a shared responsibility 
(Conroy, 1988). About 25 percent of both the regular classroom 
teachers and the compensatory teachers claimed responsibility 
for the remedial students. 
David Levine (1982) discovered that the practice of 
removing students from the regular classroom was deficient for 
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the reason that the regular teacher may not feel responsible for 
the low achieving students. 
Adequacy of Space and Facilities 
A major difference between the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model and the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is that instruction 
takes place in a section of the students’ regular classroom in the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model, while in the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model students go to a separate Chapter I room for 
instruction. 
In Vasquez and Nuttall's (1983) interim report, 94 percent 
of the compensatory teachers in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model felt that their space was adequate as compared to 36 
percent of the teachers working in the students regular 
classroom. The space available to the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model (separate Chapter I classroom) was generally adequate. 
They were spacious with blackboards, bulletin boards and storage 
space. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, instruction took 
place in a comer of a regular classroom. 
Eighty-six percent of the teachers in the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model were unable to use audio-visual materials and 
fewer than half of the teachers reported that they had access to 
blackboards and bulletin boards. Fifty-seven percent indicated 
that they could store some Chapter I materials in the regular 
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classroom, but only 29 percent reported they did not experience 
carrying materials from room to room. 
The issue most frequently mentioned as a disadvantage of 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model concerned turf struggles 
between teachers. Some compensatory teachers in the regular 
classroom pointed out that it was often unclear which teacher 
was in charge of an issue. And others indicated that they had to 
take charge of the class when the regular classroom teacher was 
out of the room. 
Shuy (1978) reported in his paper that teachers display a 
"two cooks in the kitchen" syndrome when they are forced to 
work together (p. 10). It is important that they learn to work 
together if they plan to help children learn to work together. 
Good teachers want to plan and evaluate together, but they want 
to perform alone. They do not want to perform like assembly 
line workers. 
Use of Materials 
Teachers need materials to work with. Using the analogy 
that if a little salt is good, a lot is better, some compensatory 
teachers seem to believe that their children need more non-book 
materials (Shuy, 1978, p. 45). Some of the teachers in the 
Instructional Dimension Study (1977) felt that Title I children 
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needed manipulatives but it would be very difficult to use other 
equipment such as tape recorders in the regular classroom. 
In a study conducted by Bean and Eichelberger (1985) and 
an evaluation report by Vasquez and Nuttall (1983), the 
researchers argued that even though the materials used in the 
regular and remedial programs are similar, a greater variety of 
materials are used in the Pull-Out programs. Compensatory 
teachers working in the regular classroom find it difficult to 
transport books and other materials from classroom to 
classroom. It is harder for them to use audio-visual materials 
because they would be distracting to the regular classroom 
teacher. 
Gaffney and Schember (1982) reported in a study that 48 
percent of Title I teachers and 44 percent of regular classroom 
teachers indicated that Title I instructional materials were 
different from those used in the regular classroom. 
Flexibility of Program 
"To give every learner the opportunity to succeed, teachers 
can expand their repertoire to include a variety of cognitive 
modes" (Lopez, p. 53). 
Slavin (1987) concluded from his study of 116 schools 
identified as exemplary that "it seems not to matter where 
Chapter I services are provided (Pull-Out or In-Class), what really 
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matters is the program itself' (p. 111). He contends that 
effective Chapter I programs are those with comprehensive 
modifications of the regular classroom program. The 
compensatory teacher teaches the same skills as in the regular 
classroom, but with a different approach. Manipulative materials, 
experience stories along with employing strategies which 
consider the learning styles of the students, are used. 
Summary 
Chapter II presented a review of the literature which 
served as the foundation for this study. Specifically, this review 
was concerned with the effects of two Chapter I Service Delivery 
Models (Pull-Out and In-Class) regarding the following variables: 
school achievement, disruption of class activities, self-image of 
children, communication between teachers involved, 
responsibility of student progress, scheduling, collaborative 
planning, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use of materials 
and flexibility of the programs. 
The research on the Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery 
Model is limited despite the prevalence of these models in the 





In this chapter, the researcher relates variables used in 
the study, gives the operational definitions of specific variables 
and presents the hypotheses. The purpose of this study was to 
determine if differences exist in compensatory teachers', regular 
classroom teachers' and principal's perceptions of the Pull-Out 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to the 
following variables: student achievement, disruption of regular 
class activities, self-image of children, scheduling, 
communication between teachers involved, collaborative 
planning, responsibility for student progress, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials, and flexibility of programs. 
The assumption in this study is that there are certain 
factors educational administrators should consider when making 
decisions about the service delivery models (Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model and In-Class Service Delivery Model) 
implemented in the Chapter I program. These factors which are 
the independent variables should have an impact on the overall 
achievement of students. 
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Definition of Variables 
The following definitions of variables were used for the 
purpose of the study. 
1. Student Achievement — the total scores in reading 
and mathematics as measured by the Iowa Tests of 
Basic Skills and items 43-46 on the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Instrument (see Appendix C). 
2. Disruption of Regular Class Activities — the degree to 
which whole class instruction is interrupted as 
measured by items 7-10 on the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Instrument (see Appendix C). 
3. Self-Image — how compensatory education students 
perceive themselves as measured by items 11-14 on 
the Chapter I Service Delivery Model Instrument (see 
Appendix C). 
4. Scheduling — assigning time period for compensatory 
education students to receive remedial services as 
measured by items 23-26 on the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Instrument (see Appendix C). 
5. Communication — exchange of thoughts between 
compensatory teachers and regular classroom 
teachers on compensatory education students' 
performance as measured by items 35-38 on the 
Chapter I Service Delivery Model Instrument (see 
Appendix C). 
6. Planning — formulating a plan of instruction for 
compensatory education students to accomplish 
specific objectives as measured by items 39-42 on the 
Chapter I Service Delivery Model Instrument (see 
Appendix C). 
7. Responsibility for Student Progress — the degree to 
which teachers assume a duty as measured by items 
31-34 on the Chapter I Service Delivery Model 
Instrument (see Appendix C). 
8. Adequacy of Space and Facilities — sufficient room and 
physical facilities as measured by items 27-30 on the 
Chapter I Service Delivery Model Instrument (see 
Appendix C). 
9. Use of Materials — the degree to which teachers use 
audio-visual equipment and instructional materials as 
measured by items 15-18 on the Chapter I Service 
Delivery Model Instrument (see Appendix C). 
10. Flexibility of Program — as measured by items 19-22 
on the Chapter I Service Delivery Model Instrument 
(see Appendix C). 
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Conceptual Framework for this Research 
A conceptualization of the framework for this study is 




In figure 1, the preference for a specific service delivery 
model (Pull-Out or In-Class) is shown to be dependent on the 
perceptions of the compensatory teachers, regular classroom 
teachers, and principals. 
Relationships Among the Variables 
The proposed interrelationship of the independent 
variables can be analyzed in terms of the decision-making 
process according to Hoy and Mickel (1982). Because of its 
cyclical nature, the decision-making cycle may be entered at any 
stage, and the stages are constantly recycled in the process of 
administration. 
The recognition and definition of the problem are crucial 
to the process of administration. The most effective way to 
deliver Chapter I services to eligible compensatory students is a 
problem of concern of administrators and teachers alike. 
Although a survey of research has clearly shown that the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model is the most often used method of 
delivering Chapter I services, the use of the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model is increasing (Advanced Technology, 1983). 
The perceptions of compensatory teachers, regular 
classroom teachers, and principals of the two models indicate 
that in some cases instruction in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model leads to higher student achievement than in the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model (Madhere, 1981), and in other instances 
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instruction in the In-Class Service Delivery Model has a more 
positive effect than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
(Leinhardt and Palley, 1982). However, in the majority of cases, 
the service delivery model has no significant effect on student 
achievement (Yap, 1983). 
In addition to achievement, other perceptions of the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model suggest that it tends to stigmatize 
students and lower their self-esteem, it causes disruptions of the 
regular class activities, and it reduces communication between 
regular classroom and compensatory teachers. More 
perceptions of the model indicate that it reduces teacher 
responsibility for student progress, it creates scheduling 
problems, and leads to the loss of valuable content of materials. 
The In-Class Service Delivery Model is also perceived to 
have drawbacks. It appears that this model makes it easier and 
more likely for communication, cooperation, and coordination to 
occur, however, it does not guarantee that they will. There are 
also perceptions that suggest certain types of teachers are just 
not able to work together in the same classroom and that joint 
planning may take place in much the same way as in the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model. Differences in regular classroom 
teachers' and compensatory teachers' teaching styles and 
instructional strategies are evident even though the materials 
used in regular and remedial programs are similar. 
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This study was conducted with the expectation that 
findings would be of value to school administrators in planning 
and implementing Chapter I programs. If it were found that the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model was more effective than the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model or that the opposite is true then 
administrators would have at least some objective bases for 
making appropriate decisions about Chapter I programs. 
Statement of the Null Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were tested for this research. 
1. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to student achievement. 
2. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to disruption of regular class activities. 
3. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to self-image of children. 
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4. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to scheduling and content loss. 
5. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to communication between teachers 
involved. 
6. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers’ perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to collaborative planning. 
7. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to responsibility for student progress. 
8. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to adequacy of space and facilities. 
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9. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to ease in use of materials. 
10. There is no significant difference in the compensatory 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to flexibility of programs. 
11. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to student achievement. 
12. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Models as they relate to disruption of class 
activities. 
13. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to self-image of children. 
55 
14. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to scheduling. 
15. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers’ perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to communication 
between teachers involved. 
16. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to collaborative planning. 
17. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers’ perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to responsibility for 
student progress. 
18. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out versus 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to 
adequacy of space and facilities. 
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19. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to ease in use of 
materials. 
20. There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to flexibility of programs. 
21. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to student achievement. 
22. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to disruption of class activities. 
23. There is no significant difference in the principals’ 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to self-image of children. 
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24. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to scheduling. 
25. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to communication between teachers involved. 
26. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to collaborative planning. 
27. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to responsibility for student progress. 
28. There is no significant difference in the principals’ 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to adequacy of space and facilities. 
29. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
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versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to ease in use of materials. 
30. There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to flexibility of the programs. 
Summary 
This chapter provided the theoretical framework which 
served as the basis for this research. The definitions of the 
variables, conceptional framework, relationships among the 




This chapter describes the research design, population 
sample, and the sampling procedures. The instrument used in 
the study and the method for data collection are discussed. The 
chapter concludes with a discussion of the statistical analysis 
procedures. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if differences 
exist in the compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers’ 
and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out versus the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model as related to certain variables. 
The Research Design 
The research undertaken was descriptive and comparative 
in nature. A descriptive and inferential design was used to answer 
research questions by testing 30 hypotheses (listed in Chapter 
III). The researcher used a questionnaire to assess the 
perceptions of compensatory teachers, regular classroom 
teachers, and principals regarding certain variables of two 
Chapter I Service Delivery Models (Pull-Out and In-Class). The 
variables studied were student achievement, disruption of regular 
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class activities, self-image of children, scheduling, communication 
between teachers involved, collaborative planning, responsibility 
for student progress, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use 
of materials, and flexibility of programs. 
The statistical tool used was Wilcoxon Signed-Rank 
Nonparametic Test. The .05 level of significance was used to test 
the null hypotheses. Significance to the higher level of .01 was 
denoted. 
Population and Sample 
The participants in this research were chosen from a large 
urban school system in Georgia. The system is composed of 83 
elementary schools, 13 middle schools and 17 high schools. 
The initial step in selecting participants for this study 
involved the selection of target schools. Seventy-nine Chapter I 
elementary schools were stratified by the three divisions of the 
school district, Areas I, II and III. From this stratified 
population, the researcher assigned each school a number from 
a table of random numbers and randomly selected 30 schools for 
the study. The principal, two Chapter I teachers and five 
randomly selected regular classroom teachers, who taught 
Chapter I eligible students were selected from each school. The 
total number of participants comprising the study was 30 
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principals, 60 Chapter I teachers and 150 regular classroom 
teachers. 
Biographical data of the subjects indicated that 100 
percent or all of the compensatory teachers and regular 
classroom teachers were females. Twenty-two percent of the 
principals were females and 8 percent were males. 
According to age, the majority of the participants in this 
study were between the ages of 41 and older. Eighty-four 
percent of the compensatory teachers, 61 percent of the regular 
classroom teachers, and 97 percent of the principals were 
included in this age range. 
Data concerning the compensatory teachers and regular 
classroom teachers indicated that the largest percentage of 
participants had 21 or more years of experience. Seventy-one 
percent of the compensatory teachers and 45 percent of the 
regular classroom teachers had at least 21 or more years of 
teaching experience. Thirty-two percent of the principals had 
between one to five years of experience in their positions. 
Of the four different teaching degree levels — Bachelors, 
Masters, Specialists and Doctorate — most of the teachers held 
the Masters degree. Approximately 13 percent of the 
compensatory teachers, 1 percent of the regular classroom 
teachers, and 42 percent of the principals held Specialists 
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degrees. Nearly 1 percent of the regular classroom teachers and 
52 percent of the principals held Doctorate degrees. 
Instrumentation 
The instrument used to gather data relative to variables in 
this study was the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire, which consisted of two sections. The general 
information section was designed to secure information 
regarding sex, age, degree status, level of teaching, and number 
of years of experience. Forty statements in section two were 
designed to sample perceptions of compensatory teachers, 
regular classroom teachers, and principals regarding two 
Chapter I service delivery models (Pull-Out and In-Class). 
The instrument was developed by the researcher and 
submitted to a panel of seven experts in the field for 
determining content validity. The experts were composed of 
one Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instruction at Clark 
Atlanta University, two Atlanta Public Schools Psychologists, one 
Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instruction at Georgia 
State University, two Chapter I Coordinators, and a Chapter I 
Director for Atlanta Public Schools. Their backgrounds in the 
field of education, interaction with teachers, and knowledge of 
the subject were adequate qualifications for determining the 
sufficiency of items on the questionnaire. The instrument was 
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also approved by the researcher's Dissertation Committee. The 
panel of experts was asked to read the statements and circle the 
interval on the seven point continuum (good to poor) that 
expressed their opinion of its value in contributing to the 
purpose of the questionnaire. Those statements receiving a 
judgement mean of four and above from the seven experts were 
included in the questionnaire. The panel reviewed each 
statement and made recommendations relative to changes. The 
recommended changes were completed, and the instrument 
was resubmitted to the panel. The panel reviewed the changes 
and approved the instrument. The questionnaire was field- 
tested by administering it to ten teachers who were not in the 
study. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The researcher submitted a proposal to conduct 
educational research to the Department of Research and 
Development in a large urban school system for review and 
approval. After the proposal was approved, the researcher 
contacted each principal of the sample schools and requested 
permission for two Chapter I teachers, five regular classroom 
teachers, and the principal to participate in this study. Initial 
contact with the principals was a phone call followed by a letter 
(Appendix A). Sufficient quantities of packets, consisting of a 
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personal letter to the principal and teachers (Appendix B), and 
questionnaires (Appendix C), were delivered to the schools. 
The principals disseminated the labeled packets. Each 
teacher recorded responses to the questionnaire statements on * 
a scan sheet, placed it in the envelope provided, sealed the 
envelope, and returned it to the principal. Complete anonymity 
of all respondents was maintained by not requesting identifying 
information. The researcher collected test answer sheets from 
respondents of each school from the school principals within 
three days after they were delivered to them. A follow-up 
telephone call was made to some principals to inquire about a 
few missing scan sheets and to request that they be sent via 
school mail. The researcher received a return of all of the 
questionnaires distributed. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
Data analysis was performed by statistical procedures 
found in the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS-X). 
The procedures used were Cross Tabs Condescriptive and 
Nonparametic. The outcome of the analyses, both in the form of 
descriptive information and various tests of significance was 
presented in appropriate tables in Chapter V. 
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Summary 
In this chapter, the methods and procedures used in 
conducting the study were presented. A selected sampling of 30 
Chapter I elementary schools served as the target population for 
this study. A total of 30 principals, 60 Chapter I teachers and 
150 regular classroom teachers who taught Chapter I students 
comprised the sample. 
The research was descriptive and comparative in nature. 
The instrument used was the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire constructed by the researcher. Responses to the 
questionnaire provided data on the perceptions of compensatory 
teachers, regular classroom teachers, and principals regarding 
ten variables of the Pull-Out and the In-Class Service Delivery 
Models and demographic data. 
Data were analyzed with Version 10 of the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X). The statistical tool 
used was the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Nonparametic Test. The 
.05 level of significance was used to test the null hypotheses. 
Significance to the higher level of .01 was denoted. 
CHAPTER V 
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
This chapter contains a statistical analysis of collected data 
addressing the hypotheses and research questions. The purpose 
of this study was to examine the differences in compensatory 
teachers', regular classroom teachers' and principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Models as they relate to certain 
variables. The research undertaken was nonexperimental, 
descriptive, and comparative in nature. Data were obtained from 
the. Chapter I Service Delivery Models Questionnaire, developed 
by the researcher. This instrument assessed the perceptions of 
compensatory teachers, regular classroom teachers and 
principals of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to the following 
variables: student achievement, disruption of regular class 
activities, self-image of children, scheduling, communication 
between teachers involved, collaborative planning, responsibility 
of student progress, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use 
of materials and flexibility of programs. 
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Version 10 of the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to analyze data. A .05 level of 
significance was used to determine whether to accept or reject 
the null hypotheses. Significance to the higher level of .01 was 
denoted. Since the testing of the hypotheses involves 
comparing perception of variables which were constructed from 
responses of individuals, a statistical test for dependent measure 
was required, also a nonparametic test of significance was most 
appropriate since it could not be ascertained whether or not the 
Likert scale used on the questionnaire satisfied the assumptions 
underlying parametric tests. Thus, the Wilcoxon signed-rank 
nonparametic test for dependent measures was selected to test 
the hypotheses in this study. 
So that the perceptions of the compensatory teachers, 
regular classroom teachers, and principals could be analyzed 
statistically, each response on the comparison of two Chapter I 
Service Delivery Models Questionnaire was converted to a 
numerical value. The conversion was made so that the resulting 
scale represented a continuum consistently ranging from a low 
perception to a high perception for each item. Thus, on items 
7, 8, 13-16, 19, 20, 25-27 and 33-47, a response of "Strongly 
Agree" was converted to a numerical value of 5, "Agree" was 
converted to a 4; Undecided or Uncertain was converted to a 3, 
"Disagree" was converted to a 2, and "Strongly Disagree" was 
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converted to 1. All of these items described advantageous 
features of the respective model. However, on items 9-12, 17, 
18, 21-24, and 28-32, a response of "Strongly Agree" was 
converted to a numerical value of 1, "Agree" was converted to a 
2; "Undecided" or "Uncertain" was converted to a 3, "Disagree" 
was converted to a 4, and "Strongly Disagree" was converted to a 
5. These items described limitations of the respective model. 
A mean perception score was computed for each of the 
variables comprising the questionnaire. This was done by 
computing the arithmetic mean of the numerical responses of 
the items making up each of the variables. Since there were 
corresponding items on the questionnaire for the Pull-Out and 
In-Class Service Delivery Models, a mean perception score was 
computed for each of the variables for each of the two models. 
These mean perception scores formed the basis for the 
hypothesis testing and the statistical analyses done in this study. 
Tables 1 through 3 provide information pertaining to the 
testing of hypotheses 1-30. Given in these tables are statistics 
related to the compensatory teachers' regular classroom 
teachers' and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out and In-Class 
Service Delivery Models. These statistics are given for each of 
the ten variables. Also given in these tables are the value of Z 
which in each instance is a measure of the degree of difference 
between the perceptions of the Pull-Out and In-Class Service 
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Delivery Models. Thus, higher value of Z corresponds to higher 
differences in perceptions between the two models. Values of Z 
which are statistically significant at the .05 and .01 levels are 
denoted with the asterisk notation. 
Findings 
Table 1 illustrates a comparison of Compensatory 
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
The data reported in Table 1 show the results of testing 
hypotheses 1-10. 
Hypotheses 1 
HOi: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to student achievement. 
Item 43-46 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.99 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.29 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 5.45. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the hypothesis 
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was rejected. The findings suggest that the compensatory 
teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model to be 
more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model with 
respect to student achievement. 
Hypothesis 2 
HO2: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to disruption of regular class activities. 
Items 7-10 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.91 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.40 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.89. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers’ perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that 
compensatory teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model with respect to disruption of regular class activities. 
Table 1 
Comparison of Compensatory Teachers’ Perceptions of Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model Versus In-Class Service Delivery Model 












Achievement 4.00 3.99 2.50 2.29 5.45** 
Disruptions 4.00 3.91 2.00 2.40 4.89** 
Self-Image 3.73 4.00 2.84 3.00 4.03** 
Scheduling 3.00 3.12 4.00 3.65 3.91** 
Communication 3.00 3.11 4.00 3.66 2.65** 
Planning 3.50 3.37 3.00 3.30 0.26 
Responsibility 3.50 3.39 3.50 3.43 0.49 
Adequacy Of Space 4.00 4.16 3.00 3.15 5.41** 
Materials 4.50 4.16 1.50 1.75 6.51** 
Flexibility 4.50 4.25 2.00 2.27 6.37** 
Total 3.70 3.70 2.95 2.87 5.80** 
"Indicates significance to the .05 level. 
♦"Indicates significance of the .01 level. 
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Hypothesis 3 
HO3: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to self-image of children. 
Items 11-14 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.00 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.00 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.03. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that 
compensatory teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model with respect to self-image of children. 
Hypothesis 4 
HO4: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to scheduling. 
Items 23-26 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
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mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.12 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.65 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 3.91. 
The difference in compensatory teachers' perceptions of the two 
models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The findings suggest that the compensatory 
teachers perceive the In-Class Service Delivery Model to be 
more beneficial than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model with 
respect to scheduling. 
Hypothesis 5 
HO5: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to communication between teachers involved. 
Items 35-38 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.11 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.66 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 2.65. 
The difference in compensatory teachers' perceptions of the two 
models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The findings suggest that compensatory teachers 
perceive the In-Class Service Delivery Model to be more 
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beneficial than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model with respect 
to communication between teachers involved. 
Hypothesis 6 
H06: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to collaborative planning. 
Items 39-42 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.37 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.30 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 0.26. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. No statistically significant results were 
obtained. The findings suggest that the compensatory teachers 
perceive one model to be as beneficial as the other with respect 
to collaborative planning. 
Hypothesis 7 
HO7: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to responsibility for student progress. 
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Items 31-34 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Model 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.39 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.43 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 0.49. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. No statistically significant results were 
obtained. The findings suggest that the compensatory teachers 
perceive one model to be as beneficial as the other with respect 
to responsibility for student progress. 
Hypothesis 8 
HOs: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers’ perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they related to adequacy of space and facilities. 
Items 27-30 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.16 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.15 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 5.41. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers’ perceptions of the 
two models was significant at .01 level. Thus, the null 
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hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that 
compensatory teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model with respect to adequacy of space and facilities. 
Hypothesis 9 
HOg: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to ease in use of materials. 
Items 15-18 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.16 as compared to the mean perception score of 1.75 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 6.51. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that the 
compensatory teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model with respect to ease in use of materials. 
Hypothesis 10 
HO10: There is no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to flexibility of programs. 
Items 19-22 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.25 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.27 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 6.37. 
The difference in the compensatory teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that the 
compensatory teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to the more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model with respect to flexibility of programs. 
Table 2 illustrates a comparison of regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
The data reported in Table 2 show the results of testing 
hypothesis 11-20. 
Hypothesis 11 
HO11: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to student achievement. 
Table 2 
Comparison of Regular Classroom Teachers’ Perceptions of Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model Versus In-Class Service Delivery Model 












Achievement 4.00 3.80 2.00 2.29 8.05** 
Disruptions 4.50 4.04 2.00 2.14 8.51** 
Self-Image 3.00 3.33 3.00 2.89 3.26** 
Scheduling 3.00 2.91 4.00 3.55 5.41** 
Communication 2.50 2.79 3.50 3.47 4.90** 
Planning 3.00 3.05 3.50 3.29 1.93 
Responsibility 3.50 3.30 3.50 3.41 1.26 
Adequacy of Space 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.21 7.08** 
Materials 4.0 4.14 2.00 2.01 9.71** 
Flexibility 4.00 4.07 2.06 2.07 9.88** 
Total 3.46 3.54 2.90 2.83 8.67** 
"“Indicates significance to the .05 level. 
^Indicates significance of the .01 level. 
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Items 43-46 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.80 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.29 for . 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 8.05. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that regular 
classroom teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
with respect to student achievement. 
Hypothesis ,12 
HO12: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to disruption of regular class activities. 
Items 7-10 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.04 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.14 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 8.51. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that the regular 
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classroom teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
with respect to disruption of regular class activities. 
Hypothesis 13 
H013: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to self-image of children. 
Items 11-14 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Model 
Questionnaire addressed this hypothesis (see Appendix C). The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.33 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.89 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 3.26. 
The difference in regular classroom teachers’ perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that the regular 
classroom teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
with respect to self-image of children. 
Hypothesis 14 
HO14: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
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Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to scheduling. 
Items 23-26 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.91 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.55 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 5.41. 
The difference in regular classroom teachers' perceptions of the 
two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that the regular 
classroom teachers perceive the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
with respect to scheduling. 
Hypothesis 15 
H015: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to communication between teachers involved. 
Items 35-38 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.79 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.47 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.90. 
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The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that regular 
classroom teachers perceive the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
with respect to communication between teachers involved. 
Hypothesis? IQ 
HO16: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to collaborative planning. 
Items 39-42 of the Chapter I Special Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.05 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.29 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.93. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the 
hypothesis was accepted. No statistically significant results were 
obtained. The findings suggest that the regular classroom 
teachers perceive one model to be as beneficial as the other with 
respect to collaborative planning. 
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Hypothesis 17 
H017: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teacher's perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to responsibility of student progress. 
Items 31-34 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.30 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.41 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.26. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the 
null hypothesis was accepted. No statistically significant results 
were obtained. The findings suggest that the regular classroom 
teachers perceive one model to be as beneficial as the other with 
respect to responsibility of student progress. 
Hypothesis ,18 
HO18: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to adequacy of space and facilities. 
Items 27-30 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
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mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.00 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.21 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 7.08. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of. 
the two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that regular 
classroom teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
with respect to adequacy of space and facilities. 
Hypothesis 19 
H019: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to ease in use of materials. 
Items 15-18 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.14 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.01 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 9.71. 
The difference in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of 
the two models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The findings suggest that regular 
classroom teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
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to be more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
with respect to ease in use of materials. 
Hypothesis 2.Q 
HO20: There is no significant difference in the regular 
classroom teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate 
to flexibility of the program. 
Items 19-22 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 4.07 as compared to the mean score of 2.07 for the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 9.88. The difference 
in the regular classroom teachers' perceptions of the two 
models was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The findings suggest that regular classroom 
teachers perceive the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model to be 
more beneficial than the In-Class Service Delivery Model with 
respect to flexibility of programs. 
Table 3 illustrates a comparison of principals' perceptions 
of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model. 
The data reported in Table 3 show the results of testing 
hypothesis 21-30. 
Table 3 
Comparison of Principals' Perceptions of Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model Versus In-Class Service Delivery Models 












Achievement 2.50 2.88 3.00 3.17 1.06 
Disruptions 2.50 2.60 3.00 3.27 1.85 
Self-Image 3.00 2.78 3.00 3.25 1.46 
Scheduling 2.50 2.52 4.00 3.88 4.22** 
Communication 2.00 2.32 4.00 3.80 4.02** 
Planning 2.50 2.60 3.00 3.28 2.20* 
Responsibility 3.00 3.12 3.00 3.17 0.30 
Adequacy of Space 4.00 3.60 3.00 2.95 2.86** 
Materials 4.00 3.70 2.00 2.27 4.05** 
Flexibility 4.00 3.45 2.50 2.65 1.99* 
Total 3.05 2.96 3.10 3.17 0.99 
♦Indicates significance to the .05 level. 





HO21: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to student 
achievement. 
Items 43-46 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.88 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.17 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.06. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was accepted. No statistically significant results were obtained. 
The findings suggest that the principals perceived one model to 
be as beneficial as the other with respect to student 
achievement. 
Hypothesis 22 
HO22: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perception of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to disruption of 
regular class activities. 
Items 7-10 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
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mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.60 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.27 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.85. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the hypothesis was 
accepted. No statistically significant results were obtained. The 
findings suggest that the principals perceive one model to be as 
beneficial as the other with respect to disruption of regular class 
activities. 
Hypothesis 23 
HO23: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to self-image of 
children. 
Items 11-14 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.78 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.25 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.46. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was accepted. No statistically significant results were obtained. 
The findings suggest that the principals perceive one model to 
be as beneficial as the other with respect to self-image of 
children. 
Hypothesis 24 
HO24: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to scheduling. 
Items 23-26 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.52 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.88 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.22. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. The findings suggest that the principals perceive the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model with respect to scheduling. 
Hypothesis 25 
HO25: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to communication 
between teachers involved. 
Items 35-38 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
90 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.32 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.80 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.02. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. The findings suggest that the principals perceive the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model with respect to communication 
between teachers involved. 
Hypothesis 26 
HO26: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to collaborative 
planning. 
Items 39-42 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 2.60 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.28 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 2.20. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. The findings suggest that the principals perceive the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the 




HO27: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to responsibility 
for student progress. 
Items 31-34 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.12 as compared to the mean perception score of 3.17 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 0.30. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was not significant at the .05 level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was accepted. No statistically significant results were obtained. 
The findings suggest that the principals perceive one model to 
be as beneficial as the other with respect to responsibility for 
student progress. 
Hypothesis 28 
HO28: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to adequacy of 
space and facilities. 
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Items 27-30 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.60 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.95 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 2.86. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. The findings suggest that the principals perceive the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model with respect to adequacy of 
space and facilities. 
Hypothesis 29 
HO29: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Models as they relate to ease in use of 
materials. 
Items 15-18 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.70 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.27 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 4.05. 
The difference in the principals' perceptions of the two models 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
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rejected. The findings suggest that the principals perceive the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model with respect to ease in use of 
materials. 
Hypothesis 30 
HO30: There is no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the 
In-Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to the flexibility of 
the programs. 
Items 19-22 of the Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) addressed this hypothesis. The 
mean perception score for the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
was 3.45 as compared to the mean perception score of 2.65 for 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The value of Z was 1.99. 
The difference in the principals perceptions of the two models 
was significant at .05 level. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. 
The findings suggest that the principals perceive the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model to be more beneficial than the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model with respect to the flexibility of the 
programs. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine if significant 
difference existed in the compensatory teachers', regular 
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classroom teachers', and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model as they relate to the following variables: student 
achievement, disruption of regular class activities, self-image of • 
children, scheduling, communication between teachers 
involved, collaborative planning, responsibility for student 
progress, adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use of 
materials, and flexibility of programs. 
In this chapter, data from the Chapter I Service Delivery 
Models Questionnaire were analyzed and presented. Thirty 
hypotheses were tested and results were reported. 
Of the 30 null hypotheses, eight null hypotheses were 
accepted. For null hypotheses 7, 17, and 27, no significant 
differences were found to exist in responsibility of student 
progress as perceived by compensatory teachers, regular 
classroom teachers and principals. For null hypothesis 6 and 
16, no significant differences were found to exist in collaborative 
planning as perceived by the compensatory teachers and regular 
classroom teacher. Null hypothesis 21 was tested to determine 
if a significant difference existed in the principals' perceptions 
as related to student achievement. The null hypotheses was 
accepted. For null hypotheses 22 and 23, no significant 
differences were found to exist in disruption of regular class 
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activities and self-image of children, respectively, as perceived 
by the principals. 
Twenty-two null hypotheses were rejected. For null 
hypotheses 1 and 11, significant differences were found to exist 
in student achievement as perceived by compensatory teachers 
and regular classroom teachers. 
For null hypotheses 2 and 12, significant differences 
existed in disruption of regular class activities as perceived by 
the compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers. Null 
hypotheses 3 and 13 were tested to determine if a significant 
difference existed in self-image of children as perceived by the 
compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers. The 
null hypotheses were rejected. For hypotheses 4, 14, and 24, 
significant differences existed in scheduling as perceived by the 
compensatory teacher, regular classroom teachers, and 
principals. 
Significant differences were found in communication 
between teachers involved as perceived by the compensatory 
teachers, regular classroom teachers and principals. Thus, null 
hypotheses 5, 15, and 25 were rejected. For hypotheses 8, 18, 
and 28, significant differences were found to exist in adequacy of 
space and facilities as perceived by compensatory teachers, 
regular classroom teachers and principals. For hypotheses 9, 
19, and 29, significant differences were found to exist in ease in 
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use of materials as perceived by compensatory teachers, regular 
classroom teachers, and principals. Significant differences were 
found to exist in flexibility in the programs as perceived by the 
compensatory teachers, regular classroom teachers, and 
principals. Null hypotheses 10, 20, and 30, respectively, were 
rejected. 
Finally, significant differences were found in the 
compensatory teachers' and the regular classroom teachers' total 
perceptions (scores) of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model. There was no 
significant difference in the principals' total perceptions 
(scores) of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model. 
It can be concluded that the compensatory teachers and 
the regular classroom teachers perceived the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model to be more salutary than the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model regarding student achievement, disruption of 
regular class activities, self-image of children, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials and flexibility of programs. 
The In-Class Service Delivery Model was perceived to be more 
salutary than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model regarding 
scheduling and communication between teachers involved. No 
statistically significant results were obtained for the 
compensatory teachers' and regular classroom teachers' 
perceptions of the two models regarding planning and 
responsibility for student progress. 
The principals perceived the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model to be more salutary than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model regarding adequacy of space and facilitated ease in use of 
materials and flexibility of programs. The In-Class Service 
Delivery Model was perceived to be more salutary than the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model regarding scheduling, planning and 
communication between teachers involved. No statistically 
significant results were obtained for the principals' perceptions 
of the two models regarding student achievement, disruption of 
regular class activities, self-image of children and responsibility 
for student progress. 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the difference 
in compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers', and 
principals' perceptions of two Chapter I Service Delivery Models 
(Pull-Out versus In-Class) as related to certain variables. Sixty 
compensatory teachers, 150 regular classroom teachers, and 30 
principals comprised the study sample. 
The research questions relative to this study were as 
follows: 
1. Is there a difference in the compensatory teachers' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to student achievement, disruption of regular 
class activities, self-image of children, scheduling, 
communication between teachers involved, 
collaborative planning, responsibility for student 
progress adequacy of space and facilities, ease in use 
of materials, and flexibility of programs? 
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2. Is there a difference in the regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to student achievement, disruption of 
regular class activities, self-image of children, 
scheduling, communication between teachers 
involved, collaborative planning, responsibility for 
student progress, adequacy of space and facilities, 
ease in use of materials, and flexibility of programs? 
3. Is there a difference in the principals' perceptions of 
the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to student 
achievement, disruption of regular class activities, 
self-image of children, scheduling, communication 
between teachers involved, collaborative planning, 
responsibility for student progress, adequacy of space 
and facilities, ease in use of materials, and flexibility 
of programs? 
To obtain the answers to the questions, 30 hypotheses 
stated in the null form were tested. Compensatory teachers', 
regular classroom teachers', and principals’ perceptions of the 
two models were measured by the Chapter I Service Delivery 
Models Questionnaire designed by the researcher. The 
statistical tool used was the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank 
Nonparametic Test. The level of significant was at .05. 
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Summary of Findings 
Data relative to the 30 hypotheses stated in the null form 
were analyzed and presented in Chapter V of this study. A brief 
compilation of the findings in the study are as follows: 
1. A significant difference at .01 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers’ and regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to student achievement. The first and 
eleventh hypotheses were rejected. The data 
supported the twenty-first hypothesis; there was no 
significant difference in the principals' perceptions of 
the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model as they relate to student 
achievement. The hypothesis was accepted. 
2. A significant difference at .01 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers' and regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to disruption of regular class activities. 
Hypotheses 2 and 12 were rejected. The data 
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supported the twenty-second hypothesis. There was 
no significant difference in the principals' 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to disruption of regular class activities. The 
hypothesis was accepted. 
3. A significant difference at .01 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers' and regular classroom 
teachers’ perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as 
they relate to self-image of children. Hypotheses 3 
and 13 were rejected. The data supported the 
twenty-third hypothesis; there was no significant 
difference in principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to self-image of 
children. Hypothesis 23 was accepted. 
4. A significant difference at .01 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers’ 
and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model as they relate to scheduling. Hypotheses 4, 
14, and 24 were rejected. 
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5. A significant difference at .05 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers' and regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions and at the .01 level in the 
principals’ perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model as they relate to communication between 
teachers involved. Hypotheses 5, 15, and 25 were 
rejected. 
6. There was no significant difference in the compen¬ 
satory teachers' and regular classroom teachers’ 
perceptions of the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
versus the In-Class Service Delivery Model as they 
relate to collaborative planning. The data supported 
the hypotheses. Thus, hypotheses 6 and 16 were 
accepted. Hypotheses 26 was rejected because a 
significant difference at .05 level was found in the 
principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
7. There was no significant difference in the 
compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers' 
and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
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Model as they relate to responsibility for student 
progress. The data supported hypotheses 7, 17, and 
27. Thus, the hypotheses were accepted. 
8. A significant difference at .01 level was found in the 
compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers', 
and principals' perception of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model as they relate to adequacy of space. 
Hypotheses 8, 18, and 28 were rejected. 
9. A significant difference at the .01 level was found in 
the compensatory teachers', regular classroom 
teachers', and principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model versus In-Class Service 
Delivery Model as they relate to ease in use of 
materials. Hypotheses 9, 19, and 29 were rejected. 
10. A significant difference at the .01 level was found in 
the compensatory teachers' and regular classroom 
teachers' perceptions and at the .05 level in the 
principals' perceptions of the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model as they relate to flexibility of the programs. 
Hypotheses 10, 20, and 30 were rejected. 
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Discussion 
The general conclusion from the present study is 
consistent with the general conclusion that may be drawn from 
the review of the literature. The Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model is the predominating model used in Chapter I schools. 
From this study, it is evident that compensatory teachers, and 
regular classroom teachers, prefer the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model over the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model was preferred with respect to eight 
variables, and the In-Class Service Delivery Model was preferred 
with respect to two variables. 
The preference of the principals for either model is not 
as prevalent. They preferred both the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model and the In-Class Service Delivery Model regarding three 
variables each. No statistically significant results were found in 
their perceptions of the two models regarding four variables. 
According to data, a significant difference was found in 
the compensatory teachers', and regular classroom teachers' 
perceptions of the two models regarding student achievement, 
disruption of regular class activities and self-image of children. 
There was no significant difference in the principals’ 
perceptions. These findings support the studies of Madhere 
(1981), and Nearine and Pecheone (1984) which found 
significant difference in student achievement. Wyatt's (1986) 
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study found no significant difference in the same variable. The 
hypotheses regarding disruptions and self-image of children are 
supported by Hayes' (1983) and Glass' and Smith’s (1977) 
studies, respectively. 
These findings may have implications for school 
administrators and teachers. Service delivery models are not 
directly responsible for student achievement. A quality program 
should be provided for the students. Disruptions may be 
minimized by appropriate scheduling and negative effects of 
children's self-image can be diminished by providing 
opportunities for compensatory education students to succeed. 
Data relative to hypotheses regarding scheduling and 
communication between teachers involved indicated a 
significant difference at .01 level in compensatory teachers' 
regular classroom teachers, and principals' perception of the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model versus the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. The researcher was unable to find related 
research that explained why there was a significant difference 
in these hypotheses. 
The findings relative to hypotheses regarding planning 
and responsibility of student progress in this study may also 
have some implications for school administrators. The key to 
good communication and coordination between compensatory 
and regular instruction is not the service delivery model, but 
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rather, the quality of the joint planning time that occur, the 
amount of decision making power given to teachers and 
specialist by their administrators and the flexibility allowed by 
the environment. 
According to data, a significant difference at .01 was found 
in the compensatory teachers', regular classroom teachers’, and 
principals' perceptions of the two service delivery models 
regarding adequacy of space, ease in use of materials, and 
flexibility of program. In attempting to explain the significant 
difference reported, the researcher was unable to find related 
research to support or refute the findings. However, if an In- 
Class Service Delivery Model is implemented the following 
guides are recommended. 
1. Generally, any classroom which has an In-Class 
Service Delivery Model should have available to the 
compensatory teacher the following: a blackboard, a 
bulletin-board, a file cabinet, and adequate space for 
compensatory education at least ten feet away from 
regular classroom students. 
2. Generally, the In-Class Service Delivery Model 
compensatory teacher should be a well experienced 
teacher, highly organized and must be flexible enough 
to work in several environments. 
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3. A principal should be sure that both the compen¬ 
satory teacher and the regular classroom teacher 
involved have compatible teaching styles and are 
willing to work together. 
Implications 
The findings of this study warrant the following 
implications: 
1. There is evidence from this study that the 
compensatory teachers, and the regular classroom 
teachers, prefer the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model 
over the In-Class Service Delivery Model. The 
principals' preference is almost equally divided 
between the two models. 
2. This study suggests that administrators should 
recognize that the adoption of a particular service 
delivery model (e.g., Pull-Out or In-Class) is not the 
major issue in thinking about how to improve 
Chapter I instruction. A quality program is far more 
important than the service delivery model in which 
the Chapter I program is implemented. 
3. Specifically, administrators should consider how time 
can be better used in Chapter I projects. Chapter I 
funds might be better used for schoolwide projects or 
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to purchase add-on services that increase the amount 
of time compensatory education students spend in 
basic skills instruction. These services also prevent 
students from missing instruction in other academic 
subjects. 
4. Administrators, compensatory teachers, and regular 
classroom teachers need to give more careful 
attention to the curriculum linkage between Chapter I 
and regular instruction. 
5. This study further suggests that more attention in 
educational research should be focused on service 
delivery models other than the Pull-Out. 
RççommçnctatiQns 
The following recommendations are made as a result of 
this study: 
1. Implement a "schoolwide project" in Chapter I 
schools serving the highest percentage of low- 
achieving, disadvantaged students. The project is 
designed to improve the instructional program in 
the entire school. 
2. Provide intensive staff development and ongoing 
inservice to educate compensatory teachers and 
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regular classroom teachers to run effective in-class 
remediation if the school system changes from the 
predominating Pull-Out to the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. 
3. Integrate the curriculum between the regular 
instruction and the Chapter I remedial instruction. 
4. Provide opportunities for compensatory teachers, 
regular classroom teachers, and educational 
administrators to keep abreast of effective teaching 
strategies and techniques by attending conferences 
and workshops on compensatory education 
students. 
5. Utilize the results of this study as another source of 
information to assist in planning and implementing 
Chapter I programs. 
6. Conduct additional studies designed to identify 
other variables that might influence an effective 
service delivery model. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
LETTER TO THE PRINCIPAL 
342 Fielding Lane, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30311 
February 21, 1990 
Dear Principal: 
I am involved in the final stages of research for my dissertation at 
Clark-Atlanta University. I seek your assistance in expediting the 
distribution and collection of the materials that I am delivering 
and will pick up. I will be grateful if you would assist me in this 
effort. 
The procedure is as follows: 
1. Distribute envelopes to five regular classroom teachers 
who teach Chapter I students in grades 1-5 and two 
Chapter I teachers. An envelope is also enclosed for 
you. 
2. The teachers should seal the envelope and return it to 
your office. Sealing insures the confidentiality of their 
responses. 
3. I will return and pick up the envelopes within three 
days of their distribution or whenever you prefer. 





LETTER TO THE PRINCIPAL AND TEACHER 
342 Fielding Lane, S. W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30311 
February 21, 1990 
Dear Principal and Teacher: 
I am a Chapter I Coordinator for Area III Chapter I schools. 
In addition, I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University in 
the process of completing my dissertation. I am interested in 
principals' and teachers' perceptions of the Pull-Out and In-Class 
Service Delivery Models for Chapter I students. 
You have been selected to receive the enclosed 
questionnaire that I would like you to complete. I realize that you 
are very busy with your responsibilities as a principal and 
classroom teacher. Please take the time to provide your 
invaluable opinions in this study. This questionnaire is 
anonymous. A return envelope is enclosed. 
I will share the information generated by this survey with all 
respondents who express an interest. 






CHAPTER I SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Prepared by Louise M. Harris 
Directions: 
This questionnaire consists of 40 statements designed to 
sample your perceptions of Pull-Out and In-Class Service Delivery 
Models. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model refers to remedial 
reading/mathematics programs whereby the Chapter I students 
are pulled out of regular classes for one 30-45 minutes period a 
day for small group instruction by the compensatory teacher 
assisted by a paraprofessional in a separate Chapter I room. The 
In-Class Service Delivery Model refers to a remedial 
reading/mathematics program for Chapter I eligible students 
which takes place within the confines of the regular classroom. 
Remedial instruction is provided by a compensatory teacher 
and/or a paraprofessional while instruction is being taught to non- 
Chapter I students by the regular classroom teacher at the same 
time. 
Please read each statement and blacken the response on 
the answer sheet that best describes your opinion regarding the 
statements. Mark in the following manner: 
Strongly Agree - A 
Agree - B 
Undecided or Uncertain - C 
Disagree - D 
Strongly Disagree - E 
Think in terms of the general situation rather than the specific 
one. Please respond to every item. 
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED) 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
This information is being taken to obtain research data for 
my doctoral dissertation. It is for statistical purpose only and will 
be held in strictest confidence. Please provide the following 
information by bubbling in the appropriate personal data on the 
answer sheet. Do no write your name or ID number. 
1. Are you: a Compensatory Teacher 
b. Regular Classroom Teacher 
c. Principal 
2. Are you: a Male 
b. Female 
3. Are you: a 21-30 years old 
b. 31-40 years old 
c. 41 years or older 





5. How long have you been a teacher or principal? 
a 1-5 years 
b. 6-10 years 
c. 11-15 years 
d. 16-20 years 
e. 21 years or more 
6. What is the highest degree that you hold? 
a Bachelors 
b. Masters 
c. Specialists in Education 
d. Doctorate 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
7. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model provides fewer 
classroom interruptions than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
8. The In-Class Service Delivery Model provides fewer 
classroom interruptions than the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
9. Children are distracted more frequently in a Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model than in an In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
10. Children are distracted more frequently in an In-Class 
Service Delivery Model than in a Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
11. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model tends to stigmatize 
slow learners more than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
12. The In-Class Service Delivery Model tends to stigmatize 
slow learners more than the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
13. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model enhances the student’s 
self-esteem more than the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
14. The In-Class Service Delivery Model enhances the student's 
self-esteem more than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
15. A greater variety of materials is used in the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model than in the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
16. A greater variety of materials is used in the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model than in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
17. Compensatory teachers experience greater limitations in 
using audio-visual equipment and materials in the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model than in the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
18. Compensatory teachers experience greater limitations in 
using audio-visual equipment and materials in the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model than in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
19. Compensatory teachers in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model have greater flexibility in the type of teaching 
techniques used than regular classroom teachers in the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model. 
20. Regular classroom teachers in the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model have greater flexibility in the type of teaching 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
techniques used than compensatory teachers in the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model. 
21. In the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, it is more essential 
for compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers 
to have compatible teaching styles than in the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model. 
22. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, it is more essential 
for compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers 
to have compatible teaching styles than in the the Pull-Out 
Service Delivery Model. 
23. In the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, scheduling Chapter I 
students is a greater problem for regular classroom teachers 
than in the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
24. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, scheduling Chapter I 
students is a greater problem for regular classroom teachers 
than in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
25. In the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, students are usually 
pulled during the social studies and/or science period. 
26. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, students are usually 
pulled during the social studies and/or science period. 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
27. Availability of space and facilities is more adequate for 
compensatory teachers in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model than in the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
28. Availability of space and facilities is more adequate for 
compensatory teachers in the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model than in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
29. Turf struggle between the compensatory teachers and 
regular classroom teachers is a greater disadvantage of the 
Pull-Out Service Delivery Model than in the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. 
30. Turf struggle between compensatory teachers and regular 
classroom teachers is a greater disadvantage of the In-Class 
Service Delivery Model than in the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
31. In the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, regular classroom 
teachers feel less responsibility for student progress than in 
the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
32. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, regular classroom 
teachers feel less responsibility for student progress than in 
the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
33. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model encourages more 
feedback on student progress between compensatory 
teachers and regular classroom teachers than in the In- 
Class Service Delivery Model. 
34. The In-Class Service Delivery Model encourages more 
feedback on student progress between compensatory 
teachers and regular classroom teachers than in the Pull- 
Out Service Delivery Model. 
35. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model provides a better 
opportunity for effective communication between 
compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers than 
in the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
36. The In-Class Service Delivery Model provides a better 
opportunity for effective communication between 
compensatory teachers and regular classroom teachers than 
in the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
37. In the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model, regular classroom 
teachers are more aware of what is being taught to students 
pulled from the classroom than in the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
38. In the In-Class Service Delivery Model, regular classroom 
teachers are more aware of what is being taught to students 
pulled from the classroom than in the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model. 
39. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model provides for greater 
collaborative planning between compensatory teachers and 
regular classroom teachers than the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. 
40. The In-Class Service Delivery Model provides for greater 
collaborative planning between compensatory teachers and 
regular classroom teachers than the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model. 
41. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model of instruction supports 
or extends skills and concepts taught in the regular 
classroom more effectively than the In-Class Service 
Delivery Model. 
42. The In-Class Service Delivery Model of instruction supports 
or extends skills and concepts taught in the regular 
classroom more effectively than the Pull-Out Service 
Delivery Model. 
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A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Undecided or uncertain 
D. Disagree E. Strongly disagree  
43. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model is more beneficial to 
Chapter I students than the In-Class Service Delivery Model. 
44. The In-Class Service Delivery Model is more beneficial to 
Chapter I students than the Pull-Out Service Delivery Model. 
45. The Pull-Out Service Delivery Model produces greater 
student achievement than the In-Class Service Delivery 
Model. 
46. The In-Class Service Delivery Model produces greater 
student achievement than the Pull-Out Service Delivery 
Model. 
